



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































肌 8年度 .191咋度16∞14.50133012201150 
















































































一噛量翻麟騨野騨樫空塑削空包判地~I 6伍5 1川3川(家棺屋 卜 6白51同喜引;:z州!川1:2糾|ドO臼|川Oω0側吋邸i陪空嘩盟昼翻騨野樫堅払削酎叫地!1!lI'沖昨，ド卜ノ小崎ト、怪笠原藤粧吋吉




























































































































































































































































































































33)この建議の議事は，資料一7， 5号 pp.66--68( 4 












































































60) If'大阪市統計書~ (資料一20); If'大阪市財政要覧』
(資料-19);武田， 1931: 2 -3，などによる。
61)この議案をめぐる論議は，資料-18，第6巻 pp.































































































































































































Some Facts Preceding the Legislation of the Building 
Line System in Japan 
Yorifusa Ishida* and Takayuki Ikeda** 
Comprehensive Urban Studies No. 12， 1981， pp. 167-188 
* Center for Urban Studies， Tokyo Metropolitan Universty 
帥 Researchingfellow of Tokyo Metropolitan University 
This paper deals with some facts which preceded the legislation of the building line 
system in 1919. 
From feudal times， there were narrow walkways covered by eaves ca11ed Hisashi.Chi along 
the shopping street of most towns in ]apan. Various problems occurred concerning these 
eaves， origina11y regulated not to exceed a half KEN (about O. 9m) in width， but gradua11y 
with builders going outside such regulations the width of streets grew narrower and the 
space under the eaves， which origina11y were intended to be walk ways， was enclosed in 
buildings. 
1n the early 1870s some local offices such as Tokyo-(in 1874)， Kyoto.(in 1872) and 
Osaka Prefectural Office (in 1871) proclaimed the ordinance to regulate such illegal conditions 
of Hisashi・Chi，these ordinances had some resemblance to the builcling line system and its 
applications， but they differentecl from each other in cletail 
Tokyo and Kyoto Prefectural Offices repealed their ordinances in 1881 and 1882 
respectively and gave up the regulation of Hisashi・Chiand th巴 fightto recover the street 
space. But Osaka Prefectural Office and Osaka City Office had been maintaining the ord-
inance and finally demolished almost a1 i11egal eaves and buildings and recovered the 
original width of street by 1940. 
Why Osaka only could successfully accomplish this was the question for the author. 
1n 1872， the year after the proclaimation of the ordinance， Osaka Prefectural Office 
cle在rlyannounced and registered the land with-in the original width of the street as public 
owned， and made very precise maps (scale 1 : 300) and listed i1legal eaves and buildings 
which protruded out of the original boundary line into street. And in 1898， they origina-
ted a new special tax called Tsubosu-wari which charged the owners of i11egal eaves and 
buildings fair1y heavily， in other words punitive incidence. From 1917， Osaka City Office 
compel1ed th巴ownersto d巴molishtheir il1egal eaves and buildings paying compensation for 
removal， but only half the sum Tokyo and Kyoto lacked these thoughtful measures. 
We supposed that the lessons derived from these cases would have affected the 
legislation and applications of building acts and the building line system in ]apan. This 
will be dealed with in our next paper. 
